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PART I 



1 . OPPPAg.IGN SPPyiOPS j 



i. ^a - Xg^ LJlili:£L^ ir.dic^xt-3 the tvnas of servlcss tb.G 

. ^Q-^cs.vlon si. A-5?Gncy nriB v)rovid€d to L0C3J. Pj.tics,tion Aitsn cl © s 

city visits* regional c^:^nf orencos^ conpn l t an t s . d at a 
•processings etc.>) 



The State EducaT: ional A-^ency has provided the following services 
I to Local Educational Agencies: 

(a) Consultant services to assist local district personnel in 
the correct and timely preparation of project proposals* 

(b) • Several county vorkshops have been held for Chief School 

Cfxicors and Title I Directors to reviev/ instructions and 
guidelines for submitting proposals, 

(c) All records can be audited at the State A-gency since a 
record of all purchase orders, invoices and payroll is kept 

at the Skx. 1^0 level* Data processing Division provides cuch 
of this service, ~ ‘ " 

(d) Monthly meetings for persons responsible for operational 

projects have been plamed* ' ' •* . 

(©) Coordinator and -Advisory Coniait-iee members have made many 
personal visits to projects* 

2* . DISS-^-lIEATIoyr; 

(a) ^escribe ho w local r>vo^3ct^ are disseminating data— 

■A-lJ to other loc>?.l ageiician 

-(S) to the State a?er. cv 

State •plans and arrangeinents for disseminating 
Information on nr omisina- educational oracticea: ' 

A-11 services provided to LEA*'s were provided for other state 
egoncies eligible under- 89-313. 

^ oriiiai' ion aiter evaluation to be disseminated by 
the state agency to other L3jLs*. 

(2) Local agencies mal-re monthly progress reports to the 
State agency* 

(b) The State Agency is now reviev/ing all evaluations from 
local ^encies and will disseminate information on 
p.omxoing educational practices in the follov;ing manner* 

-•-pecics.1 county mseoings for Title I directors, 

■ ^Wxe-Uer new being planned. 

Brochure illustrating v/hat was accomplished in Title I 
Programs during Pis cal ‘66. 
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(a) Describe ^aidolines) nod if i cat ions of pre%’'ioiis gaid8lin es> 
and other of as si star, ce your State has provided 

local a.^:encles for evLtlUc.tini; gitla I -oro.jects. 

List the r-aTiss a^id titles of all Stats t>erGcna:l iTiVclvci 
in providing; evaltiation aosistancs., ~ ’ 

List tne nanes. titles and ir.G titntions 02 * a^enciss of all 
consul ta.n to involved in T)2*oviding svaluation assi stance to 
the State > ~ ~~ ~ ’ 

(^) Hqi 7 many •p ro.jects emoloycd each of the follov;ir.g evalua.tioa 
desi^r-c? ~ ' 



ICiinber of 
Projects 



p7ali". ;.t ion Ds s i srn 



T\:g group er-periaiental design using the project 
group and a conveniently available non-project 
group as the control. 

One group design using a pretest and post-test on 
the project group to coiiipare observed gains or 
losses v/ith expected gains. 

One group design usir.g pretest and/or post- test 
scores on the project group to conpare observed 
perfornance v:ith local, State or national groups. 

One group design using test data on the project 
group to cerrpare observed performance v;ith o:pected 
performance based upon data for past years in the 
project school. * * ’ . 

One gro\p design using toot data on the project 
group, but no cenrparison data. 

Other (specify^) 



(a) The tolementation of the 3S2A, Title I program in the State 
Ox Delaware has oesn the cause not only for .a considerable 
flovj 01 both directory and advisory literature to local 
agencies from the State Department of Public Instruction, but 
has also seen a considerable amount of personal advice and 
suppor'Ci in both the conduct and evaluation of the program. 
Direction tov/ard and assistance in evaluation has been an 
integral par^ ci the innumerable visits to local projects 
during tneir conduct and in-office meetings with various 
supervisory personnel of the local education agencies, as is 
evidenced by the emtent of the listing. of names of state 
personnel involved in providing ev.aluation assistance, below. 
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In £iddii:ion to the federally puolished literature- v;hich V7&.z 
transT.iitted to the local education a.genciesf the D-epartaent of . 
Public Instruction starting* in Septenber, 1965 reproduced perti- 
nent federal literature for distributio'i to the local agencies 
and conmenced publication of ueioos* outlines and guidclinos for 
the. benefit of tiie local c;gencies» Initially under the leader- 
ship of the Director of teacher Liucaticn and Professional 
Standards Division and later ui:dor tn'o successive full-tiue SSSA 
Title I Coordinators v;ith the advice and su-ooort of the 15- 
nenber state advisory comnittes for BSPil Title I, appointed and 
actively supported by tho State Superintendent of Public Instruc- 
tion, a state guideline titled '‘Delav/are Guidelines} Special 
Pregrans for Dducat ionally Deprived Children vas prepared in 
Novenber, 1965 ard published and distributed for the benefit of 
the local agencies. This publication gave the direction for 
later evaluation* 

The Dolav;are guidelines called for clear statenent of assumptions 
underlying the project ard relative to the objectives of the 




the secord is teacher oriontsd* All primary objectives should be 
such as can and will be evaluated in some v-'ilid form during and 
at the conclusion of the project. If standardised and objective 
measures are not available, it may be desirable to design a local 
method or instrument. Kelp in this area will be available from 
tho State Department of Public Instruction,*’ Guidelines v;ent on 
to describe specific evaluation procedures and problems, calling 
first of all for the local agencies to “present evaluation plans 
as matched items v/ith primary objectives. Cross reference,^’ . 
Guidelines go to ash in planning for evaluating progress of 
children *'hov/ do yiu plan to establish tho baseline date on the 
achievement of the participants? Do you plan to evaluate 
period icall'2^ for progress? If so, how? If subjective measures 
to be used, it is suggested careful, pertinent^ anecdotal records 

i«« 4 « • •PH « « ^ ^ 



and storing data for evaluating eficclive-nsss of total project is 
also called for in these guidelines* 

Although initially given .a primarj'* concern for the consideration 
of LSA proposals, the regular and special meetings of the 3SSA 
Title I advisoiy committee gave considerable thought to evalua- 
tion procedures* Procedures v/ere set up for visitaticno to 
local projects aiid preparing a choch -sheet for project revisv;. 
Principally under the direction cf th-s departmental data pro- 
cessing coordinator and the Sisoistant supervisor for testing. 

Data handling methods v/ere established for processing and 
summarising the objective measurement instruments as they v.-es's 
to come in for the spri'ug a:id.then later for summer program:’ 
evaluation reports, Tov;ard ths end of the program year joint 
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neetiiigs of sien'boi's of tho state 2S5A. ?itle I advisory coiiO'aittee 
and r-i^rcse-itativ^5s* cocrdInntoi-Sj and directors' of tho local 
education agency projects not together in each of the counties 
in the state and for better than an hour at each of these meet- 
ings discussci the most effective final evalus-tion ■orocedures to 
be used* ■ ' • 

The state testing office rendered considerable assistance to the 
local educational agencies conducting the progran by assisting 
Kith the procdrsaent of testing materials,' by f recuGntly pro- 
cessing tnese materials and reporting the results' back to tho 
diotricts* Concurroiiblp' many members of the advisory commit tec 
on visits to the schools or in response to tel eo hone calls or in- 
person inquiries in their offices gave direct assistance to the 
coor-^iinators and s tails oi the loccd projects in she 'ore'Daration 
of their final evaluation reports fo/iS55- 63, 



(b) State Personnel i: 



ivolved in providing evaluatio 



C* O ^ V • 






Band all .Vangs t, Assistant Supervisor, Teacher .Mu cat ion 
nelen Bennett, Supervisor, Library 
i^artha Bonir» Supervisor, School Lunch 
Biuce Brighun,' Supervisor, Hoadirg; 

Audrey Boberstein, Coordinator, 232.1 Title I 
Hichard Prench, Coordinator,' %>eoch and Hearing 
B, Hussoll Priend, Coordinator, Bata Processing 
Paul oomiston, Assistant Supervisor, Bessarch and Publications 
Jane- Hen osn, Test Scoring Operator 
— -i-ueeen Llopd, Biroc'cor, Teacher Certification 
Alan halo ney. Assistant Super'visor, Testing 
Hath ija’7s., Supervisor, Vocational— Technical Hesearch 
Ann Miller, Test processing Clerk 
marian Miller, Assistant Supai"-:-'isor of Testing 
Virginia Ksaves, Supervisor', SI snentar^.'’ Biucation 
. Mildred Snovfoerger, Supervisor, Hone B'cenonics 
Paul Stitik, Coo'edinatcr, Pederal progfans 
V/ilmer V/ise, Director, Hssearch and Publications 
Joyce V/lr-d'er, Coordinator, B3M Title I 

(c) Consultants involved in providing evaluation assistance to the 
State: 

Jack Hallman, Heading Supervisor, Hc./ark ^^ecial School District 

Daniel MeXenney, Oixice ci Bcon-enic Co';Oortunlty 

Lorin Lun'c, Ctiice of Scen-onic Opoortunity 

ScUiuel Cronis, Delav/are Depar'caent of Health 

University of Delavare Heading Study Center 

(d; Bvaluation Designs . 

1* iv;o group eipcrmental design using the project grcuo and a 
conveniently available non-project group as the cont*rol,-0 

2. One group design usir.g a pre-test and post-test on tho 






er|c 






5 



4, 



project group to cor^aro observed galas or losses v;ith. e» 
pected gains 0-27 

3* One group design, using pre-test and/or poet-test scores on 
the project group to ccr.pare observed performance with local, 
state or national groups *-29 

4, One group design using test date, on the project group to 
compare observed perf oras.nce with sopected performance based 
upon data for past years in the project school *-0 

5, One group design using test data on the project group, but 
no comp arisen datao-12 

6, Other - staff opinion, structured and/or un-structcd<,-52 

V j i. / lx S p 

( 2- ) Unier each oi tho cato.vories . describe the ma..ior 

•nrohlf'rs Gneountsred bv v.our Sto/ce in odninisterinfr tho; 

G? 5. G j[ "O T* ^Cy'C T*! ? 

0 ) ?.evlev^ 5 •ny-r-.os oT s , (2) G-perat 5on end Service.. 

'S') Z-hnnuation" i'4'l o"ther. 






il 



(bj 



Liny su^'^entiens or reoomnandations for revising 



the le^islatif'-n in order to alleviate -these r>i-obl£ms.. 

(1) P.eviev/ing -nro'oosals - ‘The State Advisory Committee plan 



f nn 



ior reviev;ing project 



roposals seemed to work e%- 
ceptionollz/ v/sll , These state supervisors are familiar 
With a great variety of areas and v/ere able to offer 
many suggestions a::d recommendations to local agencies. 

Our greatest problem v;as. the shuffling back and forth 
of the proposal between the committee and the L2A for 
corrections and revisions. Another cause for concern 
v;as the time element involved. In Delaware, a project 
cannot be approved and become operational until the 
district receives definite allocation* 

The' State Budget Comriiosion v/ill not approve a project 
until the money is allocated to the State and in turn 
to the loco! agency. If allocations could be made in 
the spring for the nent school year, it would greatly 
relieve tine problem of gettir^g projects operational as 
expediently as possible. 



( 2 ) 



shortage oi 



State suoer- 



Cpsration and Service - The 
visory personnel was our greatest problem in providing 
service to the operational projects. Some State super 
visors have to act as consultant to as many as six 



projects 






result cannot make the personal 



( 5 ) 



contacts deemed advisable. 

Svaluaticn - whs major problem in the area of evaluatio: 



kmc 



\ 

1 



\:z.z collectiri;^ r.ecssoary data '’after the fact’’. All 
approved projects ha.d objective evaluation plans cut , 
many v;ei-e not set up to collect the typo of data re- 
quested, 

( 4 ) Other - The problem of getting projects operational by 
the bs^ginnin^ ci the school year is one of our greatect 
concerno. If schools are to employ qualified personnel' 
to staff "these pro^rans they must have an ap 2 ->rovod 
program before September 1, 

Roco ir-r.er da.t io ns 

(b ) 'The 
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The evaluation problem cuuld be alleviated if the stat 
agency v/as inferned at least 6 months in advance as t 
v.hat data x;as reepaeeted for final evaluation. Phs state 
agency in turn ccrld request local agencies to collect 
desired information v.hile the project v:as operational. 

The problem illustrated under ^-1 could be alleviated if 
allocations ivere made to each state in the early spring 
lor £ f • 63. ■ * 



5. I^^?LI^:SHTATIO• ^ 0 ?' S 3C?I0!;?: 205 
(a; 



In ord er of p r eval e nce* describe the types o f - or' -jocts that 
vere not aonrovable •/hen first s'a rml.'i'.tG d, on the "basis of 
sjy.e,, scone and qur’lit'/. ( This .mp.v jr.clude p roj ects that ••;er e 
rev ri. s >;d sub s t ant :: ally and then .?n->rjroved<, ) 
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a* Included too uany children - difficulty in u:der£dandir^ 

b, Coi'.fuoion re\r£,rdiii2 the separate '’sconcmic*' and “educa- 
t ior-'i d cr i t e r la ^ 

^ ^ « 1 • 



c * 


.Ssluctance to 


accept the necessity 




objective, or 


ganiged and broad ba.s 


d. 


Mi sconccp t ion 


‘cnox Ti'cao I luxao c. 




ecuipuent and 


iiatc'-'ials for geno'ra' 



^ -r -V 4 ^ , 

irfb o 



6 . 0001^31 jT'.Tioh cd 1 dhp (^o‘ f :ijn: d-:?Y Acfio;: pdoG-Pd is 

( a. ) IT r.uber of • oro .jc cts in tho local ciu c i~. vionr.~l a ^e nciag that 
s c-:;-re an rrc-a ’'heri ~bh-.re i.s an a~o~o roved (V;rr.~?.~.:~.ito’~ Action 



(^) 



?p.tal pri cunt of 

J. b C^\ O ^ V V 



dfl— rc vcd _ ^ or Ll't’ s t/here thc-re 
uu'.itv dot ion Pro.rrr.u , 



r r* ^ ' "i”, T V» ^ V ■"*>*'* ^ ^ ^ ^ T ^ 

\^/ A. ' ^ V _. Id— ‘ ^ ^ L C* V S *. oO --rt V*.. C-' 

o rdina tion and. oQ-perAt i-‘:n b et;/c or -l~'f e.l mp l . lc-:ito and 
Co:r."~- \n.l~;^y .dc ~bi cr. d';encie'-. c.t the lo>?.ol level,' ( io.cl ude role.- 
t ?.onsh1 ~ o V‘i.'i-h 'fechnjj'jal -do o is t r.: - oe A?3~ncy.. ) 

(d) foocrihe the ouccooo.rs j ;~. occurii .y C~nr. unit y A ction A?encv — 
I. oca'^ I duco. tio?-i jl gcn cy co~~oorati':~.’:. 

i^) f^eo crice. the probTeuo In s eo.oi-in p Oounu'nity .dot 'Ion d.pency — 
Ttcco.1 dduoaticn. A-"ancy c-ongrc -.tl on. 

) ^oc.rihe t he in tcrnr c lrit jon rhioo of the tx:o -o ro^raus at the 
L ocal lev el part icul a'Oly the euv.cnt to rhich the tv;o acts 
sue us e d in a rein iorcin-^' nannoiu 

(a ) jh^^rpyiha . ar-y ‘^■•’ T -a-.-.o 'c.ions or, ro oo~'^~iordg t i oro for revioin? the 
lo ?iclatr.on conce rn'd: -'c Conr: . un~j tv A -ction ?~<ro-5:raons they 
relate to Ti t le X , 

-‘-pproniieatel^^ 6. 

I>urir.^ ?Y ‘oo the ste/oe c.^onoy considered each county OAiA 
as haviii^; a:i epproved presrau. Therefore, this figure would 
be the total state alloca~cion of 8*855,500. 

The State Coordinator of CUP and his deputy assistant are 
aenbeye of the State d-dv iso ry Conuitteej .Is nenbers of 
this ccimittce they hi-.ve cppor~tanities to aahe sug^*estions 
and rsconnendationc for each project proposal, 

Every loccJ educational a;;oncy is recuirsd to include a 
local comunit^r action r^o resent at ive in the planning of 
the project, A. record of this planning nust be sunitted 
w'l.th Par ‘is I and. 12 of the cpiplication* 

(d) In a fe*.; ccmuuitics where LX'Js have planned to conduct 
pro-school progress with Title I funds these' efforts have 



(a; 

(b) 

(c) 
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boexi successfully coordinated and in most cases CAA groups 
are very willing to conduct day care or other programs, 

(e) 1. Many L'EA’ s had ditficulty contacting the person assigned 
by the county office, 

2* In many cases CAA persons resented the. fact that school 
administrators had assessed the characteristics <^d needs 
/of these children and presented plans that were in written 

'form. 1 r 

3. In several instances CAA persons demanded a series oi 

meetings involving many persons - this night have delayed 
the project approval for several months, 

4, : In some cases" suggestions from CAA personnel could not be 
incorporated into the project because of state educational 
regulations, i,e, ** use of aides in the classroom; many 
differences in qualification standards, CAA persons in 
many instances would suggest lowering educational standards 
in order to provide jobs for persons from low income back- 

^ ground, 

(f ) There was very little or no instances where the two acts ro- 
irXorced each other since the vast majority of Title I pro- 
jects v;ere conducted during the school day with school age 
children, 

' (g) The reconimerdat ion from the State agency and from Loc^ 

Education agencies in Delaware are that this CAA requirement 
must be stricken from the law. We strongly believe that local 
. agencies can be encouraged by the Department of Public In- 
struction to involve the conununity in planning some Title I 
programs, 

IMTER- RELATION SHIP OF TITLE I WITH OTHER, TITLES OF..ESEA 

How are funds for Title I being used in con nection witl^ 

(a) Title II 

(b) Title III 

(c) Title 17 \ 

(d) Title V 

(Include specific ezeii^les) 

( e ) Descri b e the successes in deve loping a nd i ra T)ler.entlng _prQjpc^ 
relat ing Title I with other Titl es of ESEA.^ • 

(f ) Describ e the . p robli m areas , i nvolved in developing 
ing •pro.iect's relating Title I with other Titles of ..ESI^, 

(6) Descr ibe any sxiggestions or recomjtiendatlons_ foj*- J*i?y.i-^id?S — 
legi slation that would facili^ '«tp r more effective use of 
Title's~ Il 7TlI, I V. and V ln~ re In for cing Title I, 



(a) Title II - No direct use of funds in relation to this Title* 

(h) Title III'- No direct use of funds in relation to this Title, 

(c) Title IV ~ No direct use of funds in relation to this Title, 

(d) Title V - There have been concerted, efforts to develop and 
mobilize available resources into an effective, coordinated 
attack on problems that ere unique to the operation of Title I 
programs. Most SEA activities, under Title V, have been 
directed tov/ard supplying special supervisory, consultant and 
leadership services to the local school agencies, 

(e) Successes in developing and implementing projects relating 
Title I with other Titles of ESEA, 

(1) State supervisory personnel have been involved in 
planning and have provided consultative services in the 
carrying out of LEA projects, 

(2) Data processing equipment funded from Title V lias begun to 
be used for processing of evaluation data of the Title I 
projects, 

(f) Problem areas involved in relating Title I with other Titles of 
• ESEA: 

(1) Limited ESEA funds, principally due to size and wealth of 

state, : 

(2) Delays in installation of data processing equipment 
funded from Title V, 

(3) Inadequate time for proper coordination under state leader- 
ship, This particular problem is being rectified for 

FT ’67, initially by a series of statewide conferences with 
project directors, 

8 , COpPM^' IVEJPROJE OTS BETW EE N DISTHICTS; 

t 

( a ) Describe t he successes in ^d.eyelL opi ng and implementing c e oueratlve 
•pro.jects between tvi’o or more districts, 

(b) Describe the problem areas I n volved in developing and implementing 
-Cooperative projects bet ween two or more dis t ricts, 

( c ) Des.crlbe any suggestions or recom mendations for revising the 
Ig^lslatio n concerning c o operative projects betv/een dist ricts, 

(a) The seven cooperative projects, with respective student popula- 
tions, wore; 

John M, Clayton (-1693) and Frankford (265) 

Dover (4620) and Little Creek (28) 

Felton (1051^ and Frederica (317) 

Marshall ton (2909) and John M, Dickinson (1426) 
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Middletown 60 (1253)» Middletown 120 (476) and Townsend (415) 
Milford (2882) and Ellendale (247) 

Sclbyville 32 (563) and Selbyville 120 (1S9) 









(i>) 



it * 
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The first, fifth and seventh of the above named cooperative 
projects have merged subsequent to starting their projects. 

In addition, the projects of Millsboro 23 and Hillsboro 204 
were jointly and cooperatively evaluated, the districts also 
having merged. The Seaford project, not herein listed as a 
cooperative one, involved a nev; merger, and the program was 
specifically aimed at alleviating the problems anticipated with 
the Seaford integration v/ith the Blades district. 

Thus, cooperative action was present in the case of five dis- 
tricts which were a recent or immediately pending product of 
mergers, and all evidence indicates that the cooperation of the 
eleven districts (by pre-merger count) greatly facilitated the 
recent or pending mergers, which typically involved a question 
of racial integration. The most remarkable comments related to 
the teacher attitudes, which were reported as enhanced, insofar 
as desegration was concerned, by the cooperative conduct of the 
ESEA Title I programs. There was no v;ay for objective evalua- 
tion of the benefits of coopei-ative programs for the children 
involved, but common opinion pointed out that the reduced ad- 
ministrative e:^enditure per child and the s\:^plementary staff 
and services made possible both enhanced the projects over and 
above what the individual districts v;ould have been able to 
plan for and provide on their own. 

No remarkable problem areas were' reported or observed. Trans- 
portation presented a minor problem, but in only one ©f the 
seven cooperative projects. Racial desegration v/as noted to 
have presented less of a problem than was anticipatetl, and 
considerably less so than v/as feared would be were it to take 
place durir^ the regular school program (lacking the intensive 
staffing and direction of the Title I programs.) There were no 
reported difficulties in inter-district relations. 

None, Within existing legislation, state policy is tending to- 
ward greater encouragement of cooperative projects, especially 
between smaller districts or those with allocations too small 
for effectiveness but having neighbors able to finance coopera- 
tive adainlstratien, 

9* ■ NON-PUBIIC SCHOO L PART ICIPATION 

(ft) Wha t steps have been or are bein ^^ t aken to encourage initiative 
of the local administrators in conta c ting non-oublic school 
officials? 

(b ) What succ e sses have been exp erienced in developing and inrolement- 
ing public and non~public school coope rat ive -prQ.ieets. 

( c ) ypnat p robl em s Jbay e been expe r ienced in dovel op ing an d implementing 
•public and non-public sdioel caoperat lve pro jects. 

^ Pcocrlbo any suggestions or r e commen datio ns for re vi sing t he 



(c) 









